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ABSTRACT 
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existence of specific conditions (for students, learning disability, 
hearing impairment, speech disability, orthopedic handicap or other 
health impairment; and for teachers, physical or emotional handicap). 
Results are discussed regarding the prevalence of handicaps (teachers 
were more likely to identify students as handicapped than were 
students to report themselves); sexual, racial, and socioeconomic 
characteristics of handicapped students; and agreement among the 
handicap indicators. Observations made from the data included that 
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participated in special education programs; 
reported a specific disability 
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that a larger percentage 
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Introduction 

One of the problems educators have when trying to serve handicapped students is 
knowing how many there are. Various national surveys differ on the count, some- 
times by as many as a million students. They also differ in their purposes, 
operational definitions and reporting units surveyed, which probably accounts for 
the disparity in the numbers they produce. 

A national survey by the National Center for Education Statistics was recently 
begun which provides an independent estimate at the high school level. This 
survey, the High School and Beyond study of 1980 sophomores and seniors, collects 
data on the handicapped as part of a general statistical reporting function. The 
base-year survey of 1980 from which this analysis will be drawn is part of a 
large-scale longitudinal study of public and private students in the Nation's 
secondary schools. The national scope and large size of the sample (over 58,000 
respondents) can accommodate analysis on a relatively small population group such 
as the handicapped at the secondary school level. The High School and Beyond 
Study is also unique in that it can estimate the prevalence of the handicapped 
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population and characterize it based on both student and teacher responses. The 
student reports alone provide indicators of handicapping conditions, perceived 
limitations, and participation in special education programs. 

These alternate items from the student reports, along with the teacher assess- 
ments, furnish separate national estimates of the prevalence of handicapping 
conditions at the high school level. They also offer a description of students 
who consider themselves handicapped or who are defined by their teachers as 
handicapped. Background characteristics such as sex, racial/ethnic membership, 
socioeconomic status, and academic ability are used to describe the handicapped 
as they compare to the total student population. The distributions of 
handicapped students in various curricular programs and in public or private 
schools yield further information on how and where the handicapped are being 
educated. The agreement between self-reports and teachers' assessments also is 
examined by merging student responses with teacher responses. The following 
presentation provides the estimates from each of the items, describes the T.ost 
salient characteristics of students using these various indicators, and suggests 
the extent to which they identify the same students. 

Methodology 

Sampling 

Conducted for NCES by the National Opinion Research Center at the University of 
Chicago, the High School and Beyond study was designed to be representative of 
the Nation's secondary schools and students. The study sample consisted of 
1,015 schools and included public, alternative, private, and Catholic schools. 
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In the two-stage stratified probability sample, schools were drawn proportional 
to size, and 36 sophomores 36 seniors were drawn randomly from each selected 
school. Substitutions were made for noncooperating schools in those strata 
where possible. Refusals, absences, and parental refusals at the student stage 
resulted in an 84 percent completion rate for students. The total number of 
students participating in the base-year survey was 58,270. 

Questionnaire Items 

Information of several sorts was obtained in the survey. Students spent about 
an hour completing questionnaires and then took a battery of tests with a total 
testing time of about one and one-half hours. School officials completed quest- 
ionnaires covering items of information about the schools. Finally, teachers 
completed checklists concerning students in the sample wh6m they had had in 
class to provide information beyond the students' own reports about themselves. 

The item wording on the handicapped questions was the same on both the sophomore 
and senior questionnaires but different from the teacher assessment. Self- 
reported program participation was defined by affirmative responses to having 
been enrolled while in high school in either a "special program for the educa- 
tionally handicapped" or a "special program for the physically handicapped." 
About three-fourths of the students who indicated that they participated in one 
type of program also responded that they participated in the other, suggesting 
that responses could logically be collapsed into a special education program 
indicator. This program item, along with the specific handicap item, were 
'critical items'. That is, responses to these items were immediately checked 
for blanks and students were requested to complete them. 



3 



On the specific handicap item, students were asked whether they had any of the 
following conditions: 

a. specific learning disability 

b» visual handicap 

c. hard of hearing 

d* deafness 

e. speech disability 

f. orthopedic handicap 

g. other health impairment 

The visual handicap responses were not included in the total for this item 
because it was thought that students whose vision was corrected by lenses had 
included themselves in this category. Inclusion of these responses would have 
distorted the total inordinately. An alternate method would be to include those 
among the visually handicapped who also indicated a limiting physical condition. 
The problem here was that for an undetermined number, impaired vision might not 
be, per se, the limiting physical condition. 

The limiting physical condition item immediately followed the specific handicap 
item, which may have contributed to some consistency in response. A look at the 
findings would suggest, however, that this effect was negligible. The specific 
wording of the item was: "Do you feel that you have a physical condition that 
limits the kind or amount of work you can do on a job, or affects your chances 
for more education?" This item rather clearly was attempting to measure the 
severity of the handicap as perceived by the student. As the data may suggest, 
students in this category either had the most debilitating conditions or at least 
perceived themselves as disabled by their handicap. 
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Teacher evaluations were available for 18,231 sophomores and 17,056 seniors. 
Teachers were asked whether they had had the sampled student in class that school 
year and, if so, their impressions of the student on a few items. Students with 
teacher assessments had an average of four teacher comment forms attached to their 
files. The handicapped item was worded as follows: ''Whether this student in your 
opinion has or may have a physical or emotional handicap that is affecting his or 
her school work?". Teachers were asked for their opinions and were requested to 
avoid consulting school records. It should also be noted that teachers were asked 
about emotional handicaps but that students were not. To be evaluated as handi- 
capped a student needed to be judged so by only one teacher. An alternate defini- 
tion might require that a certain proportion of the teachers had to assess the 
student as handicapped. 

Findings 

Estimates of Handicapped Students 

Students were least likely to report participation in special education programs, 
among all the handicap indicators. Only 4 percent of sophomores and 5 percent of 
seniors indicated that they had ever taken such courses or programs in high school 
(table 1 and 2). Students were also less likely to report a limiting physical 
condition; 8 and 6 percent of sophomores and seniors, respectively, figured in 
this estimate. As to a specific handicap, 14 percent of sophomores and 10 percent 
of seniors responded that they had one or more of the impairments listed. However, 
on the list of handicaps, most often checked was the 'other health impaired' cate- 
gory, indicating that the question failed to distinguish an important category. 
From the teacher assessments, it was apparent that teachers were more likely to 
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evaluate students as handicappeii than were students to report themselves. About 
24 percent of sophomores and 19 percent of seniors were classified as physically 
or emotionally impaired by at least one of their teachers (table 3). 

Students who fit any of the self-reported measures totalled 21 percent of the 
sophomore class and 16 percent of the senior class (tables 1 and 2). When the 
student reports were merged with the teacher assessments, about 38 percent of 
sophomores and 31 percent of seniors would be classified as handicapped under 
at least one definition (table 4). 

Characteristics of Handicapped Students 

On all measures, certain background characteristics predominated. Higher per- 
centages of handicapped were reported by males, non-Asian minorities, students 
of low socioeconomic status and low ability students (tables 1 and 2). Teachers 
also tended to identify these types of students more often as physically or 
emotionally impaired (table 3). Such generalizations appeared to be more true 
of the sophomore class than of the senior class. 

Male students tended to have higher handicapped estimates than their female 
classmates, regardless of the definition used. 

Black, Hispanic, and American Indian students figured disproportionately among 
the handicapped as defined by themselves or by their teachers. Asian Americans 
had higher estimates than whites on the self-reported items but lower estimates 
on the teacher reports. Afliong the sophomores, blacks comprised 14 percent of 
the total sample but 19 percent of the self-reported handicapped, and Hispanics 
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8 and 11 percent respectively. American Indian students In the sophomore class y 
had the highest prevalence of the handicapped; 38 percent Identified themselves 
as handicapped under one or more definitions and 37 percent were evaluated as 
such by teachers. The differences among racial/ethnic groups In the senior 
class were somewhat smaller but were nonetheless statistically significant on 
almost all measures. 

Socioeconomic status (SES) further differentiated the handicapped from the total 
student body. Students In the lowest third of their class on the socioeconomic 
composite scores were the most likely to perceive themselves or be evaluated as 
handicapped. Among low SES sophomores, 26 percent reported themselves as 
handicapped on any student-Identified Item and 29 percent were so evaluated by 
teachers. Among low SES seniors, 20 percent were self-reported handicapped and 
21 percent were Identified as Impaired by teachers. On most measures, smaller 
rates were reported for the upper SES group than for the middle SES group. 

Handicapped students were also disproportionately represented In the lowest 
ability quartlle. Moving from low to average and from average to high 
ability, rates declined significantly on most Indicators. Students in the 
lowest quartlle were two to three times as likely as students in the highest 
quartlle to Identify themselves or be evaluated by teachers as handicapped. 
Among low ability sophomores, one-third Identified themselves as handicapped 
and 39 percent were evaluated by their teachers as Impaired. About one-fourth 
of low ability seniors were so defined by their self-reports and teacher 
assessments. 
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Handicapped rates differed further by type of curriculum program in which the 
students were enrolled, whether academic (college preparatory), general, or 
vocational. Handicapped rates from almost all indicators were highest among 
vocational students. Estimates were usually lowest among the academic program 
students, except on the self-reported limiting physical condition item on which 
estimates were significantly higher than for students in general programs. 
Sophomores evaluated as handicapped by teachers comprised 16 percent of academic 
students but 27 and 31 percent respectively of general education and vocational 
students. Seniors so evaluated represented 15 percent of academic students, 22 
percent of general education students, and 21 percent of vocational students. 

The lower academic orientation of handicapped students is further revealed in 
their lower postsecondary educational expectations. Sophomores who identified 
themselves as handicapped on one or more items comprised 38 percent of students 
who did not expect to complete high school compared to about 17 percent of those 
who intended to complete 4 or more years of college. Seniors with at least one 
self-reported handicap item represented 42 percent of those who did not expect 
to graduate but only 13 percent of those planning on a college degree. 

The proportion of handicapped students estimated to be in the public schools was 
higher on most measures than those reported for either Catholic or other private 
schools. No consistent pattern was apparent in the differences shown between 
Catholic and other private schools. 

Agreement Among the Handicap Indicators 

By merging the responses on the student self-reports with the teacher assess- 
ments, it was possible to examine the extent to which the various handicap 
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indicators identified the same students. Perfect agreement was not expected, 
given the large differences in the handicapped counts developed from the 
alternate indicators. Also, different wording on the student and teacher 
reports would inevitably result in data incongruities. Students and teachers 
further might not be expected to perceive handicapping conditions from the 
same perspective. However, since the indicators identified similar student 
groups (characterized by being predominately male, disproportionately 
minority, and of low socioeconomic status and ability, ) it might reasonably be 
assumed that the indicators had identified the same individuals. 

When the student files were merged with their teachers* reports, unduplicated 
counts for the handicapped as defined by every measure were produced. The 
results found 38 percent of sophomores, and 31 percent of seniors defined as 
handicapped by one or more measures, the most liberal definition of handi- 
capped. Only 0.2 percent of the sophomore or senior classes were defined as 
handicapped by all four measures, the most conservative definition (table 5). 
Among handicapped students defined by one or more measures, the largest group 
comprised those who had been evaluated by teachers as handicapped but had not 
identified themselves as having a specific handicap, limiting physical condi- 
tion, or having participated in a special education program. They comprised 
17 percent of the total sophomore class and 14 percent of the total senior 
class and about 45 percent of the handicapped defined by any measure. The 
next largest group was the 6 perceut of sophomores and 5 percent of seniors 
v7ho indicated a specific handicap but did not appear on any other indicator 
of the handicapped. These were followed, in order of descending prevalence, 
by the small proportions of students with physical limitations but no other 
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handicapped indicator, and by students with specific handicaps who were also 
evaluated as such by teachers. Other combinations each comprised about 1 percent 
or less of the sophomore and senior classes. 

Given the lack of agreement found between student and teacher reports, item 
agreement was also examined within the student reports for the entire samples. 
Again, the largest percentages were registered by students defined by a single 
item rather than by items in combination. Those with specific handicaps 
comprised the largest group, followed by those with limiting physical conditions 
and by program participants (table 6). The only combination to figure minimally 
in the total sample was the group of students who indicated both a specific 
handicap and a limiting physical condition. This group represented only about 2 
percent of all sophomores and seniors and about 13 percent of those students who 
defined themselves as handicapped on one or more measures. 

Interpretation 

The alternate and inconsistent counts derived from the various handicap indica- 
tors demand interpretation that will require further analysis of the data beyond 
these crosstabulations. Some general observations can, however, be made based on 
the present findings. 

Upon comparison, the handicapped estimates derived from the student questionnaire 
showed that only a portion of students who indicated they had a handicap had 
participated in special education programs. One possible explanation was that 
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these students, although handicapped, did not, in fact, require a special 
program. This, however, might be less true of students who indicated a limit- 
ing physical condition which impaired their educational development. 

Comparing the counts also shows that a greater proportion of students indicated 
a specific handicap than responded that they were impaired by a physical limita- 
tion. This suggests, perhaps, that some handicapping conditions were not 
perceived by these students as debilitating. In addition, some conditions such 
as a specific learning disability might not be physically manifest. 

The higher handicapped counts derived from the teachers' assessments may be 
partially attributable to the inclusion of the emotionally impaired in the 
teacher item. Behavioral problems are not only likely to impair the individual 
student's educational progress, but also to be disruptive to the rest of the 
class. It can be posited that behavioral problems may be as likely as physical 
handicaps to come to the attention of the teacher. 

On all counts, sophomores outnumbered seniors, suggesting that a disproportion- 
ately high percentage of handicapped students drop out between the 10th and 12th 
grades. An examination of the background characteristics of handicapped students 
appears to support this contention, in that these same characteristics typify 
high school dropouts. Males, non-Asian minorities, low SES and low ability 
students had higher percentages who identified themselves or were evaluated by 
teachers as handicapped. Also, much larger proportions of the handicapped 
figured among those students who did not expect to graduate from high school than 
among those with higher educational expectations. 
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Finally, although the handicap indicators identified similar groups of students, 
they seldom identified the same individuals. Perfect agreement among items was 
not anticipated, given the different wording used and the different concepts 
measured. Yet, the extent of the disagreement among items was rather revealing, 
suggesting that even on the same survey, counts of the handicapped can vary 
considerably, depending on the definitions employed and the type of respondents 
questioned. 
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Vercent of secondary acbool sophomores reporting participation in apeclal education prograas, 
littiting physical condition* or specific handicap* by background characteristics: Spring i980 



Characteristic 



Prograa 
participation 



Linitlng 

physical . Specific 
condit ion * handicap 



Any aelf- 
reported 
handicap 
item 



Sample 
sice 



Percent 



All students 

n: 

Hale 

Female •••••••••• 

Itacial/ethnic group: 

White 

Black « 

Hispanic •••••••••••••• 

American Indian •••• 

Asian/Pacific Islander •••••••• 

SES composite: 

Low •••••• 

Middle 

High 

Ability: 

1 Lowest ••••••• 

2 

3 

4 Highest 

School control: 

Public 

Catholic 

Other private 

School prograa: 

Academic 

General 

Vocational 

Educational expectations: 

Less than high school 

High school only 

Vocational training i 

Less than 2 years college 

More than 2 years but 

less than 4 years college 
A or more years college 



4.4 


8.2 


13.8 


20.9 


27.831 


4.8 


9.0 


14.5 


22.3 


12,909 


3.9 


7.3 


12.9 


19.7 


14,185 


3.9 


6.8 


12.1 


18.4 


19,787 


5.7 


12.7 


18.7 


28.8 


3,658 


6.3 


12.7 


18.7 


28.8 


3,225 


9.7 


15.1 


28.2 


38.2 


246 


4.6 


12.5 


17.3 


25.7 


308 



5.2 
4.2 
3.6 



7.7 
4.0 
2.9 
2.3 



4.6 
2.3 
4.0 



3.3 
4.3 
6.1 



8.8 
5.5 
4.7 
5.9 

3.4 
3.3 



10.9 
7.2 
6.0 



14.8 
7.5 
5.4 
4.6 



8.5 
5.4 
5.7 



7.9 
5.7 
12.2 



17.1 
10.9 
8.7 
9.9 

6.0 
5.9 



17.9 
12.7 
11.3 



23.2 
12.4 
9.9 
8.6 



14.1 
9.9 

13.6 



10.6 
13.8 
18.4 



26.8 
17.2 
14.3 
17*4 

11.6 
10.9 



26.0 
19.5 
17.2 



33.1 
19.5 
15.7 
13.6 



21.3 
15.5 
19.1 



16.6 
20.7 
27.4 



37.6 
25.5 
21.7 
25.4 



17.8 
16.8 



7,636 
12,808 
6,493 



6,229 
6,401 
6,354 
6,614 



24,273 
2,643 
915 



9,711 
9,486 
5,407 



448 

6,339 
4,479 

833 

3,322 
11,496 



trnir ^'S* ©•P«rt»«nt of Education, Rational Canter for Education Statlatlca, High School and 



lEfjj^ •*ti4y, unpubllahed tabulations. 
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f«rceot of secondary school seniors reporting participation In special education program, 
;ll«ltjlng physical condition, or apedflc handicap, by background characterlatlca: Spring 

*• 

m 


1980 


■■ ■ r « 

Characterlatlc 


Prograa 

participation 


Limiting 
phyalcal 

condition 


Specific 
handicap 


Any aalf- 
reported 
handicap 
4tea 


Saopla 
aisc 






Pe rcent 








^4.8 


5.9 


9.8 


16.3 


26,946 


Sex: 


4.6 
4.5 


6.3 
5.4 


10.5 
8.9 


16.8 
15.5 


12,533 
13,814 


Haclal/ethnlc group: 


4.2 
6.1 
6.8 
8.4 
7.8 


5.1 
8.5 
8.7 
14.0 
8.9 


8.9 

12.6 
13.1 
19«2 
15.3 


14.7 
21.6 
22.2 
27.6 
22.4 


19,320 
3,525 
3,011 
201 
355 


8ES conpoaltc: 


i.O 
4.3 
4.1 


7.9 
4.0 


12.4 

0 k 

7.3 


20.4 
15.5 
12.7 


8,031 
12,381 
6,000 


Ability: 


7.9 
3.9 
3.6 


10.1 
5.7 
4.4 
3.2 


14.4 
9.5 
8.0 
6.4 


24.6 
15.3 
13.4 
10.4 


6,470 
6,063 
5,803 
5,754 


School control: 


4.8 

3.8 


6.1 
4.0 
3.3 


10.0 
6.9 
8.7 


16.6 
13.5 
13.8 


23,510 
2,584 
852 


School progm: 


... 5.6 
5.5 


6.8 
4.2 
7.0 


10.9 
7.2 
11.8 


12.5 
18.2 
18.9 


9,778 
10,039 
6,538 


Xducatlonal expectations: 

leaa than 2 yeara college ... 
More than 2 yeara but 

leas than 4 yeara college • 


18.7 
6.0 

6.3 

4.2 


20.4 
8.9 
6.5 
8.5 

4.9 

4.0 • 


25.3 
13.4 
10.8 
12.S 

9.0 
7.6 


42.3 
21.6 
17.9 
19.6 

14.9 
12.9 


127 
4,939 
5,060 

744 

3,275 
12,241 



1/ Tlgure higher than that reported for either aex because Includes nonrespondents 

W those students, 17 percent reported being in a apedal program, ralaing the eatlmate for tne 

f-*-J Mghcr than for both scsas. 

11.8. department of Education, national Center for Mucation Statiatica, High School and 
ItyoDd Study, unpublished tabulations. -Lb \K 



Vercent of secondary •chool sophomores and seniors assessed by teachers as physically or 
•Dotlonally Impaired, by background characteristics: Sprinf 1980 



Characteristic Sophonoras Seniors 

— ^. 

Percent Sample sice Percent Sample sice 

All students 24.4 18,231 19.0 17,056 

Sex* 

Itei 26.2 8,048 19.8 7,759 

Femal 21.S 9,000 17.9 8,603 



Vacial/ethnic group: 

Vhlt 23.2 13,384 18.0 12,680 

Black 28.8 2,299 22.5 2,181 

Hispanic 24.2 1,678 20.2 1,448 

American Indian 36.7 139 25.5 98 

Asian/Pacific lalander 15.0 194 15.4 208 

SES compos it*: 

Uw 29.3 4,803 20.7 4,857 

Middl .fr 23.2 8,479 18.3 7,943 

High 18.6 4,174 17.1 3,816 

Ability: 

1 Lowest 38.6 4,198 26.0 4,122 

2 m.; 25.0 4,346 19.8 3,874 

3 18.9 4,211 15.0 3,735 

4 Highest 13.7 4,380 12.7 3,782 



School control: 

Public 25.0 

Catholic 20.3 

Other private 20.3 

School program: 

Academic 16.4 

General 27.3 

Vocational 30.9 

Educational expectations: 

Less than high school 55.9 

High school only 33.9 

Vocational training 25.8 

leaa than 2 yeara college 28.5 

More than 2 yeara but 

leaa than 4 yeara college ••• 19.8 

A or more yeara college 16.7 



15,893 19.2 14,819 

1,673 20.4 1,625 

665 13.3 612 



6,178 15.0 6,521 

8,101 22.0 6,198 

3,571 20.9 4,088 



286 48.1 79 

4,281 25.6 3,195 

2,949 20.3 3*221 

519 21.9 *74 

2,208 17.2 2,067 

7,283 15.1 7,586 



HOTEj U.8. Department of Education, Rational Center for Education Statiatica, High School and 
Beyond Study, unpublished tabulations. 
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rctetnt of aecondary .rtool aophomovct and .enlor. reporting any h.ndlc.p Item or esseseed lif 
teachers phyelcellj or enotlonelly Impaired: Spring 1980 



Characteristic 



Sophomoros 



Senlorn 



Fereent 

All students 57.6 

Male 3'** 

Female 34.3 

laclal/ethnlc group: 

Whit 

Black JJ"' 

Hispanic Jj'j 

American Indian 5'»6 

Asian/Pacific Islander 34.5 

SES composite: 

Low *5.4 

Mlddl JJ'i 

Blgh 'I'O 

AMllty: 

1 Lowest 

2 37.8 

3 30.6^ 

4 Highest 24.8 

School control: 

Fuhllc ll'l 

Catholic 

Other private 

School program: 

Academic • i 

General *J*f 

Vocational 

Educational expectations: 

less than high achool JJ»J 

•. High achool only JJ»J 

Vocational training 

less than 2 years college 43.7 

More than % yeara hut 

less than 4 years college 32.1 

4 or more yeara college 



Sample alM 
18,231 



8,048 
9,000 



13,384 
2,299 
1,678 
139 
194 



4,803 
8,479 
4,174 



4,198 
4,346 
4,211 
4,380 



15,893 
1,673 
665 



6,178 
8,101 
3,571 



286 
4,281 
2,949 

S19 

2,208 
7,283 



Percent 
30.7 



31.7 
29.4 



28.5 
38.6 
34.9 
45.9 
30.8 



34.5 
29.6 
26.8 



42.4 
31.0 
25.0 
21.9 



31.0 
30.8 
24.0 



25.1 
34.3 
34.3 



69.6 
39.4 
32.8 
35.0 

27.9 
25.7 



Sample else 
17,056 



7,759 
8,603 



12,680 
2,181 
1,448 
98 

208 



4,857 
7,943 
3,816 



4,122 
3,874 
3,735 
3,782 



14,819 
1,625 
612 



6,521 
6,198 
4,088 



79 
3,195 
3,221 
474 

2,067 
7,586 



HOTE: Figure, .re for 18,231 sophomores »d 17,056 seniors for Whom teachers' assessments neie 
•▼sllahlc* 

Education, Hational Center for Education Statlatlcs, High School od 



»OTE| U.S. Depsrtment of Education, Hi 
Igj^^ Study, unpuhlished tsbulstloM. 
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fercentaee distribution of secondary school •ophoooree and aenlors by yarloua 
combinations of responses to the self-reported handicap Items and the teacher 
< » 



assessment Itoi 



Limiting 

Program physical Specific Teacher ^ e.«*^,. 

participation condition handicap assessment Sophomores Seniors 



Total students 
No handicap items 
Z 

Z 

z z 
z 

z 

z z 
z 

z 

z z 
z 

z 

All four handicap items 







• • 






• • 


















• • 


z 






z 






z 






z 




• • 






• ••• 






• ••• 






• • 






• • • • 


z 




• • 


z 




• ••• 


z 




• • 



• ••• 



Percentage distribution 



100.0 


100.0 


62.4 


69.3 


1.7 


2.7 


2.9 


2.3 


.1 


.2 


6.4 


4.7 


.4 


.2 


1.5 


1.4 


.2 


.1 


17.1 


14.1 


.8 


•8 


1.2 


•8 


.1 


•1 


3.2 


1.9 


.5 


•3 


1.2 


•8 


.2 


•2 



X * Affirmative responae* 

WOTE: rigures are for 18.231 sophomores and 17,056 ""lo" Jo' f^'^ j!!!?!"' 
•vallable and nay differ slightly from those reported for the entire sample. 

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education. National Center for Education Statistics. High School «d 
Beyond Study, unpublished tabulations. 
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Percentage distribution of •eeondarj school sophonores and seniors 
various combinations of responses to the self-reported handicap iteas 



Vrotrfli 

partlclpatiott 



Uniting 
physical 
condition 



Specific 
handicap 



Sophomores Seniors 



Total students 
No handicap itens 
X 

X 

X ' 



X 

X' 



All three handicap items 



Percentage distribution 



100.0 100.0 

79.1 83.3 

- 2.6 3.5 

- 4.3 3.2 

- .3 .2 

X 9.8 6.7 

X .9 .7 

X 2.7 2.1 

4 .4 



X - Affirmative response. 

SOURCE: O.S. Department of Education, Hatlon»T Center for Education Statistics, High School and 
Beyond Study, unpublished tabulations. 
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Technical Appendix 



handicapped if he/she fit any one of the measure used. Separate Masses were 
pe?fo?wd for .ophomore and senior oohorts using the ^^""liX^^^ rTA^ot 
rndepenSenl .easSres. For .11 analyses, the daU gJ^J, ^r 

national totals. The actual aanple sizes, *>»;"8h , vere '••jJ^^JJ^JJil-^^s^^ 1„ 

independent variables were coded as follows: 

i»»oi«l/ethnic group - Coded so that: I « »iite (non-Hispanic); 2 • 
rsH^inlllsS'^. 2. 3. or U); 3 - Blac. (non.Hispanic); H . Indian 
(non-Hispanlc); and. Asian (non-Hispanio) . (BB089, BB090) 

Socioeconon.ic stat^'cogEosite iSE|l - a •J"'>;r^X^^on'^a?h\'f 
^near compes 'iU^f ether's education, mother's ;JjJ!"**J' ^ BB0*2 
occSprtJonf family income, and household items. (BB038, BB039, BB0U2, 
BBlOl, and BBlOUb-BBlOHi; BBSES) 

Sex - Receded to that 1 • Female and 0 • male. (BB083) 

HiSh school ETOEram - Fecoded s6 that 1 « Academic, 2 . General, and 3 • 

Vocational. (BB002) 

m»m^¥i\mn. Averase of seven tests (sophomore) and 
Achievement composite aHa2:i±i|2^ J^erage ox o standard 

. IB • Sophomore lUmss IB ■ Bonlop ItowJ 

Eduction smsaS. - «r''?\"t*„?« V.t:«"Sn'uo if 
tl»n or «ju«l to « yemri of eollogo. {BB065» 

school tas -..ood.0 .0 th.t 1 . Publlo .ohoou. 2 . Cthou. .ohool.. 
3 « ether private schoola. (SCHLTKBJ 

Typas of Handicaps ^ 

&%?rs'n.i2r.r.rnx»^ 
f-^^LiratriTrT^f^r-^^^^^^^^ 

Er|c 21 19 



opthopedlo handicap, or "other health Inpalrnent". (BB087A, BB087C. 
BB087O, BB087P, BB087O) 

limitation -Student Indicated having a physical limitation that llmlta 
the kind or amount of work or oducatlon that can be atUlned. IBB088) 

Teacher - At least one teacher Indicated that student aay • physical 
or emotional handicap that la affecting bis or her work (ICFIO). 

Combined Student - Student Indicated having at least one of the above 
three student handicaps (program, specific, or limitation) 

Combined Teacher - Student Indicated having a handicap or teacher 
Indicated. (Program, specific, limitation, or teachar) 
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